
Senator John Warner 
US .  Senate 
225 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 205 10-0001 

November 1,2005 11:OO AM 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Sewice CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Warner: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) cqllection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and mral consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date infotqption on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees tc their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

.. 

Thank you for your continued work and 1 look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Melina Lenser 

I 
cc 
The Federal Communications Cornnission 



November 1,2005 11:4 AM 

Senator Evan L y h  
US. Senate 
463 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington. Dc2~lO-ooO1 

Subject Re: Federal-State Joint b a r d  on Univenal Service CC D&et 96-45 

Dear Senatorhyh:  

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' K C )  position to change the Univerd  Service 
Fund (USF) collection methcd toa monthly flat fee. Many of your conatituenta, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, 
willbenegatively impacted by t h e u n f a i r c h a n g e p ~ o ~ b y  theFCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue h i s .  Peoplewho use more pay  more into the system. If the FCC changes 
thatsystem toaflatfee,that meanathat someonewhousesonethousandminutesamonthof longdistance,paysthesame 
amount into the fund (UI someonewho uses zero minutes of long distancea month Gmtituents who w their limited resources 
wisely should not be p e n a l i d  for doing so. 

Aflat fee taxcouldcausemany low-lumelong distanceuaen,likestudenta,p~epaidwi~elessusers,seniorciti~nrandlow- 
income residential and mral consumers, togiveup their phones due tounaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting 
the funding burden of the USF from high wlume to low-volume usem is radical and unnecessaq. In addition, it would have a 
h i a y  detrimental effect on small businesses all across Ameiica. 
The Keep USF Fair W i t i o n ,  of which I am a member, keeps me informed &ut the USF issuewith monthly newlet ten and up 
todateinformationon thairu~~ite,includinglinlcs toFCCinfozmatiou. WhileIamaware that federal lawdoes not require 
companiestorecove~,o~"~along'thesefees totheir.cwtomera,the~~ity isthat they do. ~ a ~ o n s u m e r I w o ~ l d l i k e e n a u r e I  
amchargedfairly. lftheFCCgoestoanumben taxed,my semicewillcart more. AndaccordingtotheCoalition'smecent 
meetingswithtoyFCCofficialr,theFCChasplaastochangetoaflatfeesystemswnandwithoutlegislation. 

1willrontinuetomonitordevelopmeataontheissueandcontinuetoapl.eadthewordtomycommunity. Irequest y o u w  
along my concern to theFCCon my behalf. letting themknowhowaflat feetaxcoulddisp~o~~ionat=ly affect t h m  in your 
constituency. 

Thankyoufo~you~~ontinuedwo~kandIlwkfo~ard toharingabout yourpositionon thismatter. 

Sincerely, 

Joe Wintner 

cc: 
The Federal Communication* Commission 
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November 1 , m  1134AM 

Senator Richard BUN 
US. Senate 
217Russell Senate OfficeBuilding 
Waahington.DC M51O-ooO1 

Subject Re: Federal-State Joint Board on U n i v e d  SewiceCC Docket 96-45 

I 

I Dear Senator Bum: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Cammisaions' K C )  p i t i o n  to change the Universal Sewice 
hmd USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many d your constituents, including me, my frien& family and neighbors, 
willbenegatively impacted by t h e u n f a i r c h w e p r o p d b y  theFCC. 

As you know,USFiscurr~ntlycollectedonarevenuebasis. Paoplawhowmorepay moreintothesystem. If t h e F C C c h w m  
thatsystemtoaflatfee,that mmnsthatsomeonewhousesonethouMndminutesamonthdlongdistance,paystheaame 
amount into thefundassomeonewhousmrelr,minutmof long distanceamonth. Constituentswhouse their limited rmouzcm 
wisely should not be penalized fordoing SO. 

Aflat fee taxcouldcausemany low-lumelongdistanceusers,l~atudents,p~epaidwi~elearusers,seniorcitirensandlow- 
income residential and mral consumers, to give up their phon- due to uneffordable monthly incr-m on their bills Shifting 
the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume -18 is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a 
h i i h l y  detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
TheKeepUSFFail.Coalition,ofwhichIamamember, k- meinformedabout theUSFismewithmonthly newslettersandup 
todateinformation on theirwebsite,infludinglink. toFCCtnformation. Whilelamaware that federallawdoes not require 
companieatorecover,~~ "passalong'thesefeestotheircustomers,thereality is that they do. AsaconsumerIwouldlikeensureI 
amchargedfairly. IItheFCCgoestoanu~rstaxedmyservicewillcostmore. Andaccording totheCoalition'sr-nt 
meetingswith topFCC ofhcials, theFCChas phns  to change toaflat fee system -nand without legislation. 

Iwillcontinuetomonito~developmentson theisaueandcontinuetospl.eadthewordtomycommunity. Irequest you pass 
along my concern to theFCCon my behalf, letting them knowhowaflat feetaxcoulddisp~o~~io~ately affect th-in your 
constituency 

~ k y o u f o r ~ o " r ~ ~ t i ~ u ~ ~ ~ k a n d I l ~ k f o - a ~ d  tohearingabout qourpitiononthismatter 

Sincerely. 

Nicole Marble 

cc 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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Equity 165 West 46th Street, NY, NY 10036 

November I ,  2005 10:44 AM 

Senator Charles Schumer 
US.  Senate 
3 13 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-Sta Universal Service i, Docket 9645 

cerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 

y and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you h o w ,  USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
disumce, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A tlat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
, 

my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 

you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

ML Westerfield 

I .  

Tbc Federal Communications Commission 



November I ,  2005 11:39 AM 

Representative Richard Pombo 
US.  House of Representatives 
241 1 Raybum House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federa-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Pombo: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will he negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

, ~: 
Ransom McCarty 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Coinmission ~. , "..  

. : 
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1 10 michigan avenue , girdler, KY 40943 

November I ,  2005 10:58 AM 

Senator Mitch MCCOMdl 
US.  Senate 
361-A Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator McConnell: L.1 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

margie gilbert 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 

. .  . 



Joanne Hardin 

November 1,2005 11:12 AM 

Senator Gordon Smith 
U.S. Senate 
404 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Smith: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Joanne Harding 

1 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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ada zamora kW-MAILROOM I 
8020 W 28 ct #105, bialeah, FL 33018 

November 1,2005 11:OOAM 

Representative Mario Diu-Balm 
US. House of Representatives 
313 Cannon House Ofice Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Diu-Balart: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

ada zamora 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission ' 1  
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Carl L Granlund 
31 Coupler Drive, Stewartstown, PA 17363-8767 

November 1,2005 10:42 AM 

Senator Arlen Specter 
us. senate 
71 1 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 205 10-000 1 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Specter: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me. 
my fiends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would. bave a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which 1 am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Carl L Granlund 

cc: 
The Fed& Communications Commission 
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November 1,2005 12:07 PM 

Senator John Comyn 
US. Senate 
5 17 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Comyn: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my fiends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you h o w ,  USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Bette Ashworth 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



November 1,2005 11:45 AM 

Representative Michael McNulty 
US. House of Representatives 
%'lo Rayhum House Office Bl&. 
Washington. Dc 205l5-oOOl 

Suhject Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Daket 96-45 

Dear Representative McNulty: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commisiona' (FCC) pxition to change the Universal Service 
Fund (USF)collection method toa monthly flat fee. M a n y  of youl.constituents,induding me,my hiends,family and neighbors, 
willbeneaatively impacted by theunfairchange p r o w e d  by theFCC. 

As you know,USFiscui~entlycollectedonarevenuebaais. Peoplewhousemorepay moreinto thesyatem. U theFCCchanges 
thatayatem toaflatfee,that meansthat8Omeonewhouseaonethousandminut~amonthof longdistance,payathesame 
amount intothetundassomeonewhousea zero minutesoflongdistancea month. Constituenbwho- theirlimitedresources 
wisely should not be penalized for doing 80. 

Aflat feetaxwuldcause many low-volumelong distanceuseer.,likestudents,prepaidwi,elessuse~*,seniorcitiEens andlow- 
income residential and rural consumers, to aive up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting 
the tunding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume u e r s  is radical and unneessaq In addition. it would have a 
highly detrimental effect on a m a l l  businesaes all acr- America 
TheKeepUSFF~rCoalit ion,ofwhichIamamembe~,~meinformedabout theUSFismewithmonthly newlettersandup 
to date information on theirwebsite, including links to FCC information. While Iam aware that federal lawdoeo aot require 
companiestoIeco~r,or"~along"thesefees totheircustomers,therdity is that they do. ~ a ~ o ~ ~ u m e ~ I - u l d l i k e e n s u r e l  
amcharaedkirly. UtheFCCaosetoanumbem taxed.my servicewillmutmore. And according totheCoalitionbiffent 
meetingerwithtopFCColficisls, theFCChaaplanstochangetoaflatfeesystemsoonandwithoutlegislation 

Iwillcontinuetomonitordevelopmentson theissueandcontinuetospreadthewordttomymmmunity. Ireguest you pass 
along myconcelmstotheFCConmybehalf,lettingthemknowhowaflat feetsxmulddispropoltionately affect thosein your 
constituency. 

Thank you for your continued workand Ilookfonvard to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

c r a  gebhardt 

EC. 

The Federal Communications Commission 



November 1,2005 12:lO PM 
, 

. ,  

Senator Edward Kennedy 
US. Senate 
3 15 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Kennedy: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, U,SF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing SC. 

A flat fee *ax c.s.1d c=use many low-volume,long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
'and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due id unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my sewice 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Stephen Dunne 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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Representative Bernie Sanders ' I ,  

U.S. House of Representatives . .  
2233 Raybum House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Univergal Service CC Docket 96-45 
' ,  B . ,  

Dear Representative Sanders: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly.flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Comtituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and !ow-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
tneir bills. Shifting the funamg burden offne USi;' from high volumtYto low:voiUrne users is radical and 
unnecessay. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC bas plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
yon pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know bow a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to bearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Buell Hollister 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



November 1,2005 12:lO PM 
, .  

Senator Dick Durbin 
U.S. Senate 
332 Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Durbin: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friendqfamily and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long ilistmce a mon!h. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volu~e !ong distance users, Pieke;tudnlis; pfepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC bas plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know bow a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Gerald Ferrell 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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Representarive John Linder , I  

US. House of Representatives 
1026 Longworth House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Linder: 

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pdys the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential 2r.d rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bill$. Shirting the funding ourciod or rile JSF from high 3-olunt to lowwlunie users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly dehimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Gary Thompson 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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1609 N. Van Buren St. , Milwaukee, WI 53202 

. .  

Senator Russell Feingold 
US. Senate 
506 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

November 1,2005 12:09 PM 

Dear Senator Feingold 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources.wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance ,e,, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the fundmg burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Ursala Marinan 

... 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



Michael Richards 
23 14 Bittersweet Ct , Menash- 

November 1,2005 1 1 : 14 AM 

. ,  Senator Herb Kohl 
U.S. Senate 
330 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 , 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Kohl: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many !ow-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up heir  phonesdue to unaffordahle monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessq. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately- 
affect those in your constituency. , ,  

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Michael Richards 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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. . .  , ,  

Representative Norm Llicks 
US. House of Representatives 
2467 P.aybum House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Dicks: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my €riends, family iuld neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

A s  you know, USF j s  currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that sysfem to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A fiat Tee z; c&!d m i s e  mahv . - .  im+olume .~ long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-Income residential and rural consumela, to g,i.oup:teisphpnes due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is iadical ard 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC infomtion. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Arthur Wentworth 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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Representative Alan Mollohan 
US.  House of Representatives 
2302 Rayburn House Office Bldg. 
Washington, DC 205 15-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Mollohan: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC, 

As you h o w ,  USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like Studtuts, yi6pail -j;ire!ess tisers, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Fred Roach 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



November 1,2005 12:lO PM 
. .  , .  . .  

Representative Steve Buyer 
US. House of Representatives 
2230 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Buyer: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you h o w ,  USF is, currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like s tudent~,b~rx~+~{ wireless users, Senior citizens 
and low-income repidential an3 m a l  m1s~ldors, to giJt i$ their phones due to unafforda'ble monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Tbank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Virginia Jones 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



November 1,2005 1200 PM 

. ,  Senator  NO^ Colemii 
US. Senate 
320'Hart Senate Office Building :' 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

, .  . 

Dear Senator Coleman: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my fiends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential id ural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden ofthe USF from high volume id law-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly debimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Janette Dunder 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



I RECEIVED & INSPECTED 1 

November 1,2005 1155 AM , -  
, I  : 

Representative Louise Slaughter 
U.S. Hou6 of RepriSshtatives 
2469 Raybum House Office Bldg. 
Washingtoni'DC 2051'5-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

' 
, .  

1 

Dear Representative Slaughter: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my fiends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the fimding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, i! would have a highlv,detrimental effect on sr dl busineRses all across America. 
%be Keep 'JSF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require c o m p ~ e s  to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

David Robarge 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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i .  ,. I ,  . , .  Senitor SamBromack.  .'.! .:I ~ . I ( . . : : >  

303 Hart Swte Office Building 
U.S. senate 

W ~ D C ! 2 0 5 l O - O 0 0 1  ' . . 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

I .~ 
. .  . .  

Dear Senator Brownback: 

I have Jerious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, fmily and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constitnents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many iuw-volume long diatauce urns, I k  stxectz, pepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to d o r d a b l e  monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date informahon on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Donald McGill 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



November 1,2005 12:lO PM 

. .  
Senator Saxby Chambliss 
U.S. Senate 
416 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington,DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

. .  

Dear Senator Chambliss: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constitllents who use their. limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-v 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

John Buis 

. .  
:'w,.,'.. , , , . ? .  

s, like students,'prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



November 30,2005 10:48 PM 

Representative Daniel Lipinski 
U. S. House of Representatives 
1217 Longworth House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Lipinski: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a lnghly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed ahout the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Dorothy Rackouski 

cc:.: 
.FCC General Email Box . .  


